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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
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1 )KI Responsive to communication(s) filed on 08 June 2009 . 
2a )^ This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) ^ Claim(s) 1-17 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) D Claim(s) 1-13, and 17 is/are rejected. 

7) 0 Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 
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10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who 
has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 
(AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act of 2002 
do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly or indirectly from an 
international application filed before November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the 
reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AIPA 
35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

2. Claims 1-2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Inoue et 
al.(5,840,351). 

Inoue et al. disclose a mold, comprising two split mold segments which are mated in a 
separable manner to define a spherical mold cavity therein (abstract; Fig. 1, # 1-2), wherein one 
split mold segment (2) has lager surface area in the recess thereof than the other split segment 
(1), wherein a split line (6) for spliting the mold segments (1,2) are located at 0.1 to 5 mm off 
the equator/median line of the mold cavity (col. 2, lines 48-52), thus this split line would 



Application/Control Number: 10/552,370 Page 3 

Art Unit: 1791 

inherently divide the split mold segments into 52:48 to 66:34 range, and wherein neither mold 
segments (1,2) includes un undercut. 

The intended use of the mold for making soap has little or no patentability weight in 
determine the patentability of apparatus claims. A claim containing a "recitation with respect to 
the manner in which a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not differentiate the 
claimed apparatus from a prior art apparatus" if the prior art apparatus teaches all the structural 
limitations of the claim. Ex parte Masham, 2 USPQ2d 1647 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1987). 

3. Claims 1-2 are again rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being aniticipated by Shimada et 
al (7,037,885). 

Shimada et al teach a soap molding apparatus, comprising a split mold (1) having a first 
larger half (Fig. 2, 1A) and a second smaller half (IB), wherein the mold are capable of splitting 
at ratio are within the range of 52:48 and 66:34 (see Figs. 2-3). 

Although Shimada's specification silent on the surface area of the mold halves, the 
drawings clearly indicate that one mold half is larger than the other, and is within the range of 
52:48 (almost 1 :1) to 66:34 (or 2: 1). Copies of different embodiments are provided below: 




Mold halves ratio is closer to 2: 1 Mold halves ratio is closer to 1 : 1 
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The court has held that drawings and pictures can anticipate claims if they clearly show 
the structure which is claimed. In re Mraz, 455 F.2d 1069, 1 73 USPQ 25 (CCPA 1972). In this 
case, Shimada clearly show that the mold halves are splitted with in the range of 52:48 to 66:34. 
Shimada does not disclose an undercut. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jackson 
(174,365) in view of Hobson (4,178,003). 

Jackson discloses a soap mold, comprising first and second mold halves for forming 
spherical soap balls (Fig. 2, b-b), wherein the molded soap balls stay with one of the mold half 
after forming (col. 2, 2 no paragraph). 

However, Jackson fails to disclose that the mold halves are split at a ratio of 52:48 to 

66:34. 

Hobson discloses a molding apparatus, having upper mold (22) and a lower mold (24), 
wherein the mold cavity (28) formed in the upper mold (22) is less than one-half of the forming 
product, while the mold cavity (30) formed in the lower mold forms the greater portion of the 
product (24; col. 3, lines 50-54), this mold design facilitates a tolerence in the making and 
alignment of the molds, without sacrifice in quality of the forming product (col. 3, line 55 to col. 
4, line 4). Since the range of 52:48 to 66:34 is large, when the parting line of the mold halves is 
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off the center line and able to create two halves of a product that has one is slightly larger than 
the other, it would inrently fall within this range. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the applicant's 
invention was made to modify Jackson by providing one mold half is slightly larger than the 
other mold half as taught by Hobson so that the mold can be more tolerance in misalignment or 
inaccuracy in the sizing of the mold halves without sacrifice in accuracy of the forming product. 

6. Claims 3-13 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Inoue 
et al ('351), Shimada et al (885), or over Jackson ('365) and Hobson ('003) as applied to claims 
1-2 above, and further in view of the Japanese reference (JP 2002-121599). 

Shimada, Jackson and Kudriavetz fail to disclose that the split molds having a roughness 
between 0.01 to 30 gm. 

The JP reference discloses a mold for forming soap, comprising upper mold (24) and 
lower mold (21), wherein the molds have a roughness between 0.01 to 30 gm (paragraph [0013] 
& the abstract) in order to form a smooth surface on the forming product while not interfere with 
product retention and/or removal. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the applicant's 
invention was made to modify Shimada, Jackson and Kudriavetz by providing mold halves 
having roughness of between 0.01 to 30 gm as taught by the JP reference in order to form a 
smooth surface on the forming product. 
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Response to Arguments 



7. Applicant's arguments filed 06/08/09 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

8. The Applicant argued that Shimada is silent with respect to the surface area of the 
depressions 1 1 A and 1 IB of the first mold piece 1 A and the second mold piece IB. However, 
drawings (Figs. 3a-d) from Shimada clearly indicate that one mold piece could be slightly larger 
than the other mold piece, which is closer to the mold ratio of 52:48, while other drawing (Fig. 2) 
indicates that one mold piece can be a lot larger than the other mold piece. The court has held 
that drawings and pictures can anticipate claims if they clearly show the structure which is 
claimed. In re Mraz, 455 F.2d 1069, 173 USPQ 25 (CCPA 1972). Furthermore, a side-by-side 
comparation of Shimada and the current invention indicates that the mold pieces are proportional 
to each other or would fall with in the range of 52:48 to 66:34 ratio. 

Fig. 2 Fig.l 




■E 



First embodiment from Shimada 



First embodiment from the current application 
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Fig. 3(c) Fig. 3(d) 

Fig.2(c) Fig.2(d) 




Second embodiment from Shimada Second embodiment from the current application 

In respond to Applicant's new admentment to the claims, Inoue et al (5,840,351) and 
Hobson are disclosed to show that split mold having split line/plan off center of the mold cavity 
are wellknown in the molding art. 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to THU KHANH T. NGUYEN whose telephone number is (571) 
272-1 136. The examiner can normally be reached on 6:30am-4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Yogendra Gupta can be reached on 571-272-1316. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

IY ogendra N Gupta/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1791 
TN 



